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&mh 8, 1948. 

u,. 8. 5. stone, 
Dept. OS Zoo10 

F 
, 

univerlsity q;f OraD, 
Austin, Texas. 

Dear Dr. Stone, 

I was @ad Lo hear that your group has so much aa run thmugh the 

first oteps in recombination experimenti with K-3.2 mutants. So far as 

I aa awee, this 5.8 the firs% indspend2nt %onfimaticW, although the 
‘J 

.m.Aanks haxw bedpn widely distributad for a 1oag time. I might say that 

results 601~0 so fast with c&S,, that there is 8 lot of unpublished &ta 

i>f h&p to you, $.ert$a lo$ me know. 

As tc your mnuscript. ;h wish that thio kind of datzi had been published 
along with your first report, beoauss it certilinly mkes %or a very ~onvineing 
0 am. I CLUI we no pronounced objections FG the conclusion that irradiated 
or peroxide-&eat.& broth probhbly induces V~~tio~l'. elf cwur~e without 
genetic analysis, it 3s not csrtain (homveri likely), aa you pointed out, 
that these are qualftative change0 5.n individti units, but the same could 
be araid for ;&aost any maQenic dfect WA d micrwrganisra. I have a few 
eo:ments, however, whiah you may be interest& to hear: 

1. Prom Table 3, it appears that i%Xt of the Mibitq affect of 
imadizss broth involves the first two hours titer inmiLation.Tabla 1 
would have been the more cogent if it had fnvo’fved comp:irisone of 0 and 2 h. 
Table 3, howeves, ~dq~tely duplicstas tAe r~&Lts. 

2. Your method of testing for mmnitol-fermentat3.m is not clear. Do 
you Ame yt;nnnito1-agJr, and count yellow ~Umise, or ~32 yxi ,vick oolonias 
to seprate tubea. Ip acA not 9ur(3/ that it ,mkas my differenca. 

3. FranWy, the most objectionable aspect of using drug-resistame 
mtationtt,as I m sure you wXl.l. agree, 3.8 the vu2.zAbflity in expreseioa 
of the charauter which is$t( indiwted in Table k, You can never be sure t#$at 

you we cwntk# LLJl ycw$mutanta, be tioy treated or not. 0x1 the other 
hand, have you'ttseted a great Amuy colonies appearing on drug-plate@ to 
be sue that Cdy fUukidk3 EiXW co&qtod:’ 

4. Durislg the inhibited period of gr&h in irmdfatud broth, do you 
get a close ~orrsspondenoa between your plate counts and the opticrail density 
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of the culburss. 1 ask this bemuse it is a nuulear population in whiuh mutations pm- 

sumably occur, while your plate count may measure something else. 

k&V8 you COiudCieFOd Usb,g phage-resistance? That has worked: of course, very well 

with &. coli, but 1 understand that imadiated broth has no effect on coli mutations. 

Although theaa questions oould be clarified, I do not think they are critical 
enough to ~invalidate your general conulusione. As to your fnterpretation, 1 am not eura 
that I follow you. The Dmerec f delayed effect can still be astisfa~torily explained 
as a segregation of nualei or ohromatida or whatnot, not to mention phenotypic delay, 
Do you, still adhere to the statement that specffirt mutations can be induced by irradiating 
particular @oqxmertts? It seemed to me that this waa We str&ngest support of the 
t~ass-imllfatihn hypotheshs. 

.WYSS 0 STOHE WE-THE EFFECT OF IRRADIATION ON 
RECOMBINATION IN ESCHERICHIACOLI 

P MA3 us )4~6M?5xFl 34 6R . 7 r,-.nr,, ._A, - ^.rrrmr..l.., r?. ..Tlh.lf. n.1 ? 


